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Uavia L. nuydiis 1 _ ^ 

"'TsHOR^NED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR RERUV ,S SET TO EXPIRE , MONTH,S) FROM 

THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION.^^^^^^ no event, however, may. r.plyb.timdy filed 

eZed patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 

Status ^ .^-.^ 

1)12 Responsive to communication(s) filed on 30June^ 

„ ^. • ciMAi 2bD This action is non-final. 

2aM This action IS FINAL, ^''i^ . w formal matters orosecution as to the ments is 

Disposition of Claims 

/L^^ Claim(s) 7-20 is/are pending in the application. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) 12 Claim(s) 1:20 is/are rejected. 

7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) 0 Claim(s) _ are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 
Application Papers 

9) D The specificafion is objected ^^^^ ,p ..ecte. to by the Examiner. 
^0M The drawing(s) filed on ?n Decf^mb^r 2001 is/are^ a)i^ abeyance See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 

.pp„cant.avnotre.uest.atanvo..ctionto 

IDQ The proposed drawing correction filed on .s. a)U approveo ju. 

' ,f appL. corrected drawings are required in reply to this Office action. 

12) D The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. §§ 11 9 and 1 20 . ,c , , e r s 1 1 9fa)-(d) or (f). 

13) 0 AcKnowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(a) (d) 

a)l2AII b)D Some*c)D None of: 

1 S certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 
Certifiedcoplesoftheprioritydocumentshavebeenre^^^^^^^^^^ 

3 □ Copies of the certified copies of the f^^ty docu"^^^^^^^ received 
1 application from the International ^^f "f^Jj^fed^ received. 

Attachm«nt{«) q Summary (PT0^1 3) Paper No(s) • 

1)12 Notice of References Cited (PTO-892) 5) □ Notice of Irrformai Paterit Application (PTO-1 52) 

2 □ Notice of Draflsperson-s Patent Drawing 6 □ Other: 

3 □ information Osclosure Statement{s) (PTO-1449) Paper No(s) . )^ 
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DETAILED ACTION 

This Office Action is In response to Amendment D filed on June 30, 2003. 

Status of Claims 

Claims 1-19 are pending. Claims 67-76 are cancelled. Claims 21-66 and 77-78 
are withdrawn. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

2. Claims 1-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
US2001/0010370 Patent Application Publication to Kimura et al. in view of 6.319,741 to 

Izumi et al. 



Claims 1,3, 5-7. 9. 11-13. 15. 19 and 20 

Kimura et al.. in paragraphs 0027-0029. teaches a plurality of pixels (which 
inherently can be used in a personal computer) arranged in a matrix; each pixel 
comprising a switching element (TFT) and a light emitting element; a plurality of source 
Signal lines which supply signals to the switching elements; a plurality of power supply 
lines which supply potentials to the light emitting elements; wherein at least one of the 
source signal lines comprises a first conductor and a first conductive coating on upper 
and side surfaces of the first conductor; and/or wherein at least one of the power supply 
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,.escon^isesaseoon.— andasecon.con.uc«vecoaUn3onupperand \ 

side surfaces of the second conductor. 

Ki^ra et a,, falls to e>cpli.t,y teach wherein the light e^tting ele^n. coh^ses 
3lighte.Uingla.erin.udinganorganiccon^undand — conducuvelines-n 

a light emitting device are plated. 

However,lzun,ie.al., in c.umnsM1llnes25-35,teaches«.erein the light 
en^ttlnglayerlncludesanorganicco^undand Wherein theconduc^vellnesare 

plated with gold (Au). 

H «uid have been ohvious to one of ordinary s« In the art to modify ICmura et 
3ihyincorpora.ngallgh.en.t.lnglayer^.hanorganlcco.poundandconduc,ive,ines 

p,ated.thgold(Au,,astaughthyl..le.al.,to™.elteasier.opasseleChccurren. 

..oughc^duc.ivelineso,every.ind Of optica, n^dladis^aydevlcethatlnvolves 

^.al interconnections. (See colun. 4 lines 53^0 and c.un« 1 1 lines 14-28, 



Claims2,8and14 

,ncorpora«ngallargun«,ts„fClaln.,,7and13andno„ngthatthen.thodo, 
,on.ngade.ce IS not gem^ne to the issue of patentability Of the de.celts.f. 

Therefore, the ii— of -v^erein the plated flln, is fomied by an electroplating 
^sthod-.hasnotbeen given patentable weight. Notetha.a-produo.by process-... 



Application/Control Number: 10/022,262 Page 4 

Art Unit: 2813 

is directed to the product per se, no matter how actually made, In re Hirao, 190 USPQ 
15 at 17 (footnote 3). See also In re Brown, 173 USPQ 685; In re Luck, 177 USPQ 523; 
In re Fessmann, 180 USPQ 324; In re Avery, 186 USPQ 161 ; In re Wertheim, 191 
USPQ 90 (209 USPQ 554 does not deal with this Issue); In re Marosi et al, 218 USPQ 
289; and particularly In re Thorpe, 227 USPQ 964, all of which make it clear that it is the 
patentability of the final product per se which must be determined in a "product by 
process" claim, and not the patentability of the process, and that an old or obvious 
product produced by a new method is not patentable as a product, whether claimed in 
"product by process" claims or not. Note that applicant has the burden of proof in such 
cases, as the above case law makes abundantly clear. 

Claims 4, 10 and 17 

Incorporating all arguments of Claims 1 , 7 and 13 and noting that Kimura et al. 
fails to explicitly teach wherein at least one of the first conductors or plated films is 
made of the same material as a gate electrode of the switching element. 

However, Izumi et al., in column 4 lines 33-53 and columns 7-8 lines 61-12 and 
column 10 lines 42-65, teaches wherein at least one of the first conductors or plated 
films is made of the same material as a gate electrode of the switching element. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill In the art to modify Kimura et 
al. by incorporating wherein at least one of the first conductors or plated films is made of 
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the same material as a gate electrode of the switching element, as taught by Izumi et 
al., because Al is displaceable with Au (i.e. - for the first conductors) and Ta (a noble 
metal) would deposit well on Ta (i.e. - for the plated films). 

Claim 16 i 

1 

Incorporating all arguments of Claim 13 and noting that the method of forming a 
device is not germane to the issue of patentability of the device itself. Therefore, the 
limitation of "wherein the first conductor and the second conductor are simultaneously 
formed", has not been given patentable weight. Note that a "product by process" claim 
is directed to the product per se, no matter how actually made. In re Hirao, 190 USPQ 
15 at 17 (footnote 3). See also In re Brown, 173 USPQ 685; In re Luck, 177 USPQ 523; 
In re Fessmann, 180 USPQ 324; In re Avery, 186 USPQ 161 ; In re Wertheim, 191 
USPQ 90 (209 USPQ 554 does not deal with this issue); In re Marosi et al, 218 USPQ 
289; and particularly In re Thorpe, 227 USPQ 964, all of which make it clear that it is the 
patentability of the final product per se which must be determined in a "product by 
process" claim, and not the patentability of the process, and that an old or obvious 
product produced by a new method is not patentable as a product, whether claimed in 
"product by process" claims or not. Note that applicant has the burden of proof in such 
cases, as the above case law makes abundantly clear. 
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Claim 18 

Incorporating all arguments of Claim 1 3 and noting that the method of forming a 
device is not germane to the issue of patentability of the device Itself, Therefore, the 
limitation of "wherein at least one of the first plated film and the second plated film Is 
formed by a printing method", has not been given patentable weight. Note that a 
"product by process" claim Is directed to the product per se, no matter how actually 
made, In re Hirao, 190 USPQ 15 at 17 (footnote 3). See also In re Brown, 173 USPQ 
685; In re Luck, 177 USPQ 523; In re Fessmann, 180 USPQ 324; In re Avery, 186 
USPQ 161 ; In re Werthelm. 191 USPQ 90 (209 USPQ 554 does not deal with this 
issue); In re Marosi et al, 218 USPQ 289; and particularly In re Thorpe, 227 USPQ 964, 
all of which make It clear that it is the patentability of the final product per se which must 
be determined in a "product by process" claim, and not the patentability of the process, 
and that an old or obvious product produced by a new method is not patentable as a 
product, whether claimed in "product by process" claims or not. Note that applicant has 
the burden of proof in such cases, as the above case law makes abundantly clear. 

Response to Arguments 

3. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-20 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

4. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
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§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .1 36(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to David L. Hogans whose telephone number is (703) 305- 
3361 . The examiner can normally be reached on M-F (7:30-4:30). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Carl Whitehead Jr. can be reached on (703) 308-4940. The fax phone 
numbers for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are (703) 
308-7722 for regular communications and (703) 308-7724 for After Final 
communications. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 308- 
1782. 
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